While longitudinal research within the field of writing studies has contributed to our understanding of postsecondary students' writing development, there has been less attention given to the discursive resources students bring with them into writing classrooms and how they make use of these resources in first-year composition courses. This article reports findings from a crossinstitutional research study that examines how students access and make use of prior genre knowledge when they encounter new writing tasks in first-year composition courses. Findings reveal a range of ways student make use of prior genre knowledge, with some students breaking down their genre knowledge into useful strategies and repurposing it, and with others maintaining known genres regardless of task.
Introduction
Within writing studies, there is increased attention to outcomes-to defining and assessing what students will learn and be able to do at the end of their first-year composition (FYC) courses. At the same time, there is also increasing concern among writing researchers and teachers about whether the skills and knowledge students develop in FYC courses will transfer to other contexts. While research on outcomes and transfer has begun to shed some light on the challenges students face as they negotiate disciplinary and professional writing contexts after FYC, there has been less attention to incomes, or the "discursive resources" that students bring with them to FYC, resources defined by Lu (2004) as "the often complex and sometimes conflicting templates of languages, englishes, discourses, senses of self, visions of life, and notions of one's relations with others and the world" (p. 28). We believe research is needed in order to identify these resources and to understand how students deploy them when they adapt to new writing contexts.
In order to learn more about how students draw on and make use of their prior discursive resources in FYC, we designed a cross-institutional research study that focused on one significant discursive resource: students' use of prior genre knowledge. Focusing on prior genre knowledge, we examined how students negotiate between the resources of their previous writing experiences and the expectations of new academic contexts: What previous experiences and resources do they most draw on and why? What experiences and resources do they hold onto most persistently, and which do they relinquish more easily, and why? Answers to such questions can help us gain greater insight into how students experience and make long-term use of FYC courses.
In their longitudinal study of student writing at Harvard University, Sommers and Saltz (2004) mapped the relationship between what they call students' "novice" and "expert" roles and the impact these roles have on students' development as writers. Their findings suggest that those student writers who identify themselves as experts early on tend to develop less as writers in the long term than those who are willing to accept a temporary novice status. A strong sense of an expert status can leave students more strictly attached to prior habits and strategies and less willing to try new conventions. Those willing to accept a productive novice role, however, are more open to adapting prior habits and strategies which, in the long term, can allow them to develop more as expert writers in various disciplines. The challenge, as Sommers and Saltz's research suggests, is how to maintain a productive balance between expert and novice status. Our research findings indicate that this kind of expert-novice relationship informs how students make use of their prior genre knowledge. Based on our findings, we identified those students who were more likely to question their genre knowledge and to break this knowledge down into useful strategies and repurpose it as "boundary crossers"; conversely, we identified those students who were more likely to draw on whole genres with certainty, regardless of task, as "boundary guarders."
In what follows, we will first situate our study within research on knowledge transfer and the use of prior genre knowledge, and then we will describe our study's research design and methodology, share findings, and discuss implications for the study and teaching of writing in FYC courses.
Possibilities and Challenges of Studying Genre Knowledge and Transfer
In Fall 2006, research teams at the University of Tennessee (UT) and University of Washington (UW) began a cross-institutional study to examine how students use prior genre knowledge when they encounter new writing tasks and situations in FYC courses. We selected genre (complexly and dynamically understood as that concept has become) as our conceptual lens based on the idea that genres not only categorize kinds of texts but also function as "tools of cognition" (Bazerman, 2009 , p. 283)-what Hanks (1987 has called "orienting frameworks" (p. 670) that trigger, guide, and delimit writers' uses of discursive resources. Similarly, Miller (2009) has likened genres to "affordances". While our focus on genre is not without its limitations (and we will examine those further in the Implications and Conclusion sections), it was motivated by ongoing interest within writing studies in the use of genre as a teaching tool, particularly as a way to develop students' awareness of how rhetorical conventions are meaningfully connected to social practices and how, as a result, genre knowledge can help students recognize and adapt more effectively and critically to new writing contexts. In her longitudinal case study of one writer's transfer of skills across contexts of high school, college, and career, Beaufort (2007) identifies genre knowledge as one of the mental schema that writers invoke as they analyze new writing tasks in new contexts-a conceptual frame that can bridge rhetorical and social knowledge (p. 178; see also Tardy, 2009 ). Likewise, Bazerman (1997) reflects on how genre is "a tool for getting at the resources the students bring with them" and "a tool for framing challenges that bring students into new domains" (p. 24). This aspect of genre-as an orientation and a tool for getting at resources and mediating new contexts or domains-makes it especially useful for studying the transfer of writing knowledge and abilities across contexts. By examining how the genres students perceive as needed or appropriate in a given rhetorical situation inform their access to and use of prior resources, we hoped to explore the processes, strategies, and metacognitive reflections that prompt or guide transfer.
Based on the foundational research of educational theorists Perkins and Salomon (1988) , who argue that "bridging" or "mediating processes of abstraction and connection-making" requires metacognitive reflection, writing researchers conducting transfer studies have made metacognition central to writing research. In their review of more than two decades of research on transfer of learning, Perkins and Salomon distinguish between what they call "low-road" and "high-road" transfer. Low-road transfer "reflects the automatic triggering of well-practiced routines in circumstances where there is considerable perceptual similarity to the original learning context" (p. 25). High-road transfer, on the other hand, "depends on deliberate, mindful abstraction of skill or knowledge from one context for application to another" (p. 25). As knowledge and skills do not routinely transfer across dissimilar contexts (e.g., between specialized academic disciplines), high-road transfer requires reflective thought, and such reflective thought requires metacognition-an ability to reflect on one's cognitive processes-as well as the related ability to seek connections between contexts and to abstract and draw from prior skills and knowledge.
Based on our interest in how students make connections across writing contexts, we selected FYC as our research site, with a focus on how the course functions for many students as a bridge between high school and college experiences, one that requires both low-road and high-road transfer. Interestingly, there has not been much research on issues of transfer between high school and FYC courses-on what transfers into FYC-although a recent study (Artemeva & Fox, 2010) examines transfer of genre awareness and production from high school English classes to an engineering communication course at a Canadian university. However, most of the research has focused on what skills, habits, strategies, and knowledge learned in FYC courses transfer to and enable students to succeed in other disciplinary and workplace contexts (see, for example, Bazerman, 1981; Beaufort, 1999 Beaufort, , 2007 Bergmann & Zepernick, 2007; Berkenkotter, Huckin, & Ackerman, 1988; Carroll, 2002; Dias, Freedman, Medway, & Paré, 1999; Dias & Paré, 2000; Dively & Nelms, 2007; Jarratt, Mack, Sartor, & Watson, 2009; McCarthy, 1987; McDonald, 2006; Smart, 2000; Smart & Brown, 2002; Sommers & Saltz, 2004; Sternglass, 1997; Walvoord & McCarthy, 1990; Wardle, 2007) . While this research has generally ranged from mixed to pessimistic regarding the transfer value of FYC courses, findings have only raised the stakes for the need to articulate what transfers into and from FYC and how we might reimagine FYC in light of such research, a primary consideration for writing instruction.
Yet to study metacognition and transfer poses considerable challenges. Wardle notes that different conceptions of transfer will shape what researchers look for and find. For instance, more context-based conceptions of transfer suggest that previously acquired skills and knowledge will take different shape and be applied differently in new contexts (see, for example, Nowacek, 2007 Nowacek, , 2011 Smart & Brown, 2002) . Methodologically, this challenge is compounded by the fact that students are often not conscious of how they use prior resources, except when explicitly prompted.
As we attempted to track such a complex cognitive and social activity, we designed a research study that drew on multiple methods and a combination of qualitative and some quantitative data. We also turned to the rich tradition of research on genre learning, prior genre knowledge, and the transfer of genre knowledge to new contexts. As genre knowledge is "not formulated in language, " Freedman (1987, p. 102 ) suggests a data model for genre learning that includes collecting and analyzing information on students' previous writing and reading experiences, teacher's writing assignments, and students' talk about writing. While our methods depart from Freedman's with our emphasis on retrospective interviews rather than over naturalistic observation, we sought to contribute to an understanding of how students' "felt sense" of genre-their "sense of shape, structure, rhetorical stance, and thinking strategies"-must be modified when confronted with new genres (p. 102). Devitt (2006 Devitt ( , 2007 has issued a similar call for studies that examine genre and transfer.
Our study attempts to explore some of the multiple influences and complex processes involved when students negotiate between prior and new genres as they traverse discursive boundaries in FYC.
Research Design and Method
The objective of our cross-institutional study was to determine what types of discursive resources, especially prior genre knowledge, student writers bring to FYC and draw on as they participate in new academic writing contexts. Our research questions were as follows:
• What genres (written, oral, digital) do students report already knowing when they arrive in FYC? • How do students use their prior genre knowledge when they encounter and perform new writing tasks in FYC? • What seems to predict why and how students transfer prior genre knowledge into new writing contexts?
An additional, overarching research question emerged as we began examining our data in the context of research on transfer:
• To what extent will we be able to see, as Perkins and Salomon predict, both low-road and high-road approaches in students' use of prior genre knowledge, and what seems to predict their choice of approach?
To answer these questions, we utilized surveys that asked students to report on previous literacy experiences, discourse-based interviews with students, examination of texts produced in class, and analysis of instructor syllabi and assignments. Relying, as we did, on students' reported cognitive processes and retrospective reflections has its limitations, of course, and we have been careful in our analysis and implications to acknowledge these limitations, keeping in mind Wardle's (2007) caution that students are not always able to consciously understand and articulate the knowledge and skills that transfer. In addition, we tried to address some of these limitations during our discourse-based interviews by asking students to identify specific places in their writing that supported and illustrated their retrospective accounts.
To begin examining the processes and metacognitive reflections that guide students' transfer of writing knowledge across contexts, we gathered demographic data and asked students about access to technology at home and school. We also asked students to identify types of communication they have written in school, outside of school, and at work. 1 In the survey, we supplied students with a list of 40 loosely defined genres as well as an opportunity to add genres not on the list, each grouped into seven general categories: correspondence, creative writing, essays/papers, informal writing, oral composition, professional writing, and public writing. The genre options included, for example, "five-paragraph essay," "email," "lab write-up/report," "lecture notes," "literary analysis," "book report," "social networking profile," "personal letter," "creative nonfiction," "poetry," "freewriting," "resume," "blog," "business letter," "song lyrics" (for a complete list of genre options, see appendix).
In developing the list of genres, we included both what genre researchers refer to as macrogenre types or forms (description, summaries, evaluation, comparison-contrast) as well as situated rhetorical genres (letters to the editor, resume, business letter, lab report). Systemic functional (or Sydney School) genre researchers have long been interested in academic instructional macrogenres such as narratives, expositions, explanations, descriptions, evaluations, summaries, recounts, and cause-effect essays both because of the way they overarch and traverse contexts and genres and because of their potential to provide students with transferable metalinguistic awareness (Grabe, 2002; Martin, 2002; Paltridge, 2002) . As macrogenres are often taught in primary and secondary schools, we included those in our list of genre options. However, we also wanted to include specific genres students may have used, both within and outside of academic contexts. Genres, as Miller has defined them, are typified and recognizable rhetorical actions based in specific rhetorical situations (1984) . Part of what defines a genre is the way it pulls from, mixes, and reconfigures macrogenre text types or forms to enable its users to perform meaningful social actions in specific contexts (see Campbell & Jamieson, 1978, p. 21; Miller, 1984, p. 161) . Paltridge (2002) also notes that students need both a familiarity with multiple genres and a knowledge of the range of text types that are appropriate to draw on for writing these genres.
In designing the survey, our goal was to identify a range of macrogenre text types or forms as well as genres students may have used in and out of school, to cover a wide range of domains (school, work, and outside of school and work) in which genres function, and to give students a chance to add other genres to the list. Students were prompted to select all the types of writing they had done before coming to UT or UW and to indicate if they had done them for school, for work, and/or outside of school and work. In this case, we wanted to know which genres students wrote most frequently and in what domains or contexts. The survey also included a set of open-ended reflective and evaluative questions to help us get at students' attitudes toward these genres: which genres they most and least enjoy, which they have had most/ least success with, and which ones they predict will be most helpful to them in FYC.
We then asked students to participate in discourse-based interviews that posed questions based on early texts students have produced in FYC, with the purpose of reflecting on how they called on previous discursive resources in order to write their preliminary (first-week, ungraded diagnostic) papers and first major papers. While each institution shaped the protocol to fit its own context, we shared a focus on the preliminary and first major paper and on discovering what factors influenced expectations and writing strategies.
From the discourse-based interviews, we wanted to know and compare how students applied their prior genre resources and knowledge in their FYC course in the first-week preliminary essay and then in the first major paper in the course. Specifically, we asked students to report on what they thought each writing task was asking them to do and then to report on what prior genres they were reminded of and drew on for each task. As students had their papers in front of them, we were able to point to various rhetorical conventions and ask about how they learned to use those conventions or why they made the choices that they made, enabling connections between discursive patterns and prior knowledge of genres.
In an attempt to bracket-off potentially premature analysis, we used in vivo coding, meaning that we used students' terms and words as closely as possible when coding and reporting our findings. While we did not generate a list of a priori codes, we did generate a template of questions (such as "What did the student report the paper assignment asked him/her to do?" or "What prior genres was the student reminded of by the major paper assignment?") that guided our reading and coding of the interview transcripts and allowed us to formulate categories ("what the assignment asked," "prior genres reminded of," etc.) to track patterns of response. By insisting that we code using the language of participants, we were able to detect some emerging patterns that we did not anticipate and that took on significance in our study. 3 For example, as we were analyzing the interviews, it was students' own terms for describing which genres they were reminded of and drew on that led us to distinguish between, and begin coding for, genres and strategies. At times, students would name specific genres when we asked them what genres they were reminded of or drew on, but students would also name rhetorical strategies associated with particular genres or macrogenre types such as defining purposes (to "describe" or "analyze"), developing ideas ("looking at little details closely" or "bringing up points about what was good or bad"), or considering audience and tone ("trying to assume a scholarly approach" in order to "convince the audience that what I was saying was valid"). This distinction between genres and strategies proved significant for how students transfer prior genre knowledge, as we explain in the Findings section. Once we generated the subsequent categories "strategies reminded of," genres reminded of," "strategies drawn on," and "genres drawn on," we then coded the interviews for references to genres (when a student, for instance, mentioned "research paper") and strategies (when a student, for instance, mentioned "researching a topic"). Each interview was coded by members of the research team working independently, and the coding was then verified for reliability.
For our student samples, we sent surveys to 15 randomly selected sections of the English 101 students (the first of two required FYC courses) at UT. The number of students who self-selected to respond to the UT survey was 52, and we did discourse-based interviews with nine of those self-selecting students. For the UW student sample, we distributed surveys to 33 randomly selected sections of English 131 (the most commonly taken course for fulfilling the university's composition requirement), and, from those, 64 students selfselected to complete the surveys, with 18 of those students self-selecting to participate in interviews. 4 For UT's English 101 course, instructors are fulltime lecturers (NTT faculty) or Teaching Assistants (TAs) in English. All English 101 courses share a common set of learning outcomes and sequence of four formal assignments (rhetorical analysis, contextual analysis, position paper, argument with sources) that move students from analysis to production of arguments. For UW's English 131, instructors are all graduate students in English, many first-time TAs. All English 131 courses share a common set of learning outcomes and a common curricular structure, beginning with a firstweek preliminary essay, progressing through two scaffolded, 4-to-5-week-long assignment sequences, culminating in a major paper each, and concluding with a portfolio sequence in which students select from and revise a corpus of their writing for final, outcomes-based assessment.
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Findings
In what follows, we will report on findings that address the overarching research questions from our study. We will begin with what genres students report already knowing when they arrive in FYC. Then, we will report on how students use their prior genre knowledge when they encounter and perform new writing tasks in FYC (the extent to which they utilize low-road and highroad approaches) and what reported behaviors seem to be predictive of why and how they transfer prior genre knowledge into new writing contexts.
Students' Reported Antecedent Genre Knowledge
In the surveys, students were prompted to identify all the types of writing they had done before coming to UT or UW and to indicate if they had done them for school, for work, and/or outside of school and work. The findings give us insight into the diverse kinds of genres students report having written and the places where students most often used these genres. Of the students who participated in the UT and UW surveys, at least 50% of the UT respondents reported writing in 27 of the 40 genres provided, while at least 50% of UW respondents reported writing in 34 of the 40 genres. Even genres written by the least number of students-online discussion board, newspaper article, blog or online journal, song lyrics, and web page text-represent between nearly a quarter to one half of our respondents. Although most often students reported having written genres in school-based contexts (e.g., the top genre, overall, written by UT students was the research paper [96%], and the top genre, overall, written by UW students was the five-paragraph essay [95%]), in both UT and UW surveys, we see a good number of students who wrote select genres in contexts outside of school (the second most frequently written genre, overall, was email, with 94% of UW students reporting writing this genre and 90% of UT students). For UT students, the top genres reported written in academic domains were research papers (96%), summaries (87%), reports (87%), and personal essays (85%), while for UW students, the top genres were five-paragraph essays (95%), lab reports (92%), and lecture notes (92%). Moving outside the academic domain, there was more institutional overlap as both UT and UW students noted among the top genres written in workplace domains both email messages (25%) and business letters (50%), while in public contexts outside of school and work, they reported writing frequent email messages (87%) and text messages (74%). Overall, students reported diverse experiences with a wide range of genres, from overarching macrogenres such as summaries, descriptive essays, and compare-contrast essays to more identifiable, situated genres such as lab reports, book reviews, lecture notes, and literary analyses.
Freedman's previously cited model for how students acquire new genres emphasizes the importance of previous writing experiences, and, indeed, as (7) Whole experience of high school (6) Influential writing teachers (5) Influence of teachers (5) Exposure to different kinds of writing (4) Experience with writing process (2) Not well-prepared (4) Writing frequency in high school (2) Writing center help (2) at the end of the survey) what high school writing experiences they thought would help them succeed in FYC, both UT and UW students mentioned most often their experiences with writing different genres. A number of students from both UT and UW indicated the significance of these previous genre performances, with 34% of UW students and 31% of UT students noting the importance of genres written in high school, such as research and persuasion papers, critiques, essays, and reports. Students remarked on high school classes that "covered a little of everything"; senior English classes that exposed them to "different writing styles and different areas of writing"; or a comfort level established due to "writing several papers in high school English classes as well as other subjects in 'writing across the curriculum' programs." They also commented on writing a significant number of essays in their college-preparatory or advanced placement (AP) courses, noting how this experience will help them succeed in college. These responses reinforce the complex interactions that constitute a "felt sense" of genre-"a broad schema for academic discourse . . . that has itself been inferred in the course of [students'] previous performances, their previous creations of such discourse" (Freedman, 1987, p. 104) .
Genre Knowledge Across Domains
Although most students did not typically report writing the same genre in more than one domain or context (school, work, or other), some students did report writing the same genre in at least two domains. In those cases, it was macro-level genre types-perhaps because they are more decontextualized from particular rhetorical situations-that most often crossed domains. For example, Bhatia (2002) situates letters at a level between macrogenres and specific genres-what he calls "genre colonies," which are loosely contextualized in terms of socially recognizable situations-and in our survey, 23% of students reported writing letters for work, with 57% reporting writing these for "other" contexts outside of work/school. Likewise, 45% reported writing reports for school, with 17% reporting writing this genre for work. Other genres that traversed domain included macrogenres such as personal narrative, general writing strategies such as freewriting, and digital media genres such as email, PowerPoint presentations, online discussion board contributions, and instant messages. Even in these cases, however, domain overlap was limited. While our data suggests that students have a wealth of genre knowledge, of whether written, oral, or digital genres, and while they reported writing in all three of the domains we identified (although they wrote most extensively in school and outside of school and work), our findings indicate little crossover from genres written in one domain to another domain.
Results from the discourse-based interviews with our study participants explain why-despite the fact that they report a wealth of genre knowledge in school, work, and other domains-students tended not to report drawing on the full range of their genre knowledge when they encountered and performed new writing tasks in FYC. In our interviews, we asked students about an ungraded preliminary essay they wrote at the very beginning of their FYC course. UT and UW students who completed the preliminary essay were asked what genres the prompt reminded them of and what types of writing they had done in the past that helped them write this essay-that is, what writing they drew on to help them complete the task (see Table 2 ). Together, students listed a wide range of genres that occur in school-based domains, as indicated from (4) Advanced placement literary analysis (2) Book review (3) Letter writing (2) Opinion paper (2) Book review Personal essay/narrative (2) Argumentative essay School essays (2) Opinion paper Literary analysis (2) Five-paragraph essay Book report (2 the previous list of self-reported genres (those mentioned by more than one student are notated in parentheses).
In the interviews, students reported that the preliminary essay assignment prompt mainly reminded them of writing that occurs in a school-based domain. 6 While it is not surprising that students were reminded of schoolbased genres, given the context of and the academic trigger words contained in the prompts such as "essay," "analyze," and "research," the fact that students also reported mainly academic genres when asked what genres they drew on to fulfill the assignment suggests that students might assume such a strong correspondence between particular genres and specific domains that they may not call on (or may not be aware that they are calling on) potentially useful resources that they associate with other domains. Certainly, we have to acknowledge that what a student understands, for instance, a research paper to be may well differ from what an FYC teacher understands it to be, especially at the beginning of the course. Likewise, some students may consider an opinion essay written for a class and the same text posted on a blog as the same genre, while others may see them as different genres. However, for the purpose of our study, what matters is not so much whether these are in actuality the same genre or whether the student's understanding of a research paper maps onto the teacher's understanding. What matters, rather, is how evoked genres trigger and guide students' task recognitions and access to prior knowledge, which is likely to affect the kind of transfer that occurs. For example, those students who have a different understanding of the research paper than that of their teacher might perceive a research paper assignment in FYC as similar to what they have done before in high school (low-road transfer) and hence demonstrate unwarranted confidence in task recognition and use of prior knowledge. In the next section, we will examine in more depth how students use their prior genre knowledge when they encounter and perform new writing tasks in FYC and what reported behaviors seem to be predictive of why and how they transfer prior genre knowledge (low road, high road, hybrid) into new writing contexts.
Boundary Crossers and Boundary Guarders as Predictive of Low-Road and High-Road Transfer
How students use their prior genre knowledge when they encounter and perform new writing tasks in FYC, based on our above analysis, seems tied to how locked into domains students' genre knowledge appears to be. In this section, we will explore what happens when the writing situation changes to the degree that known genres and strategies are no longer sufficient-when the context, in this case school, seems to remain, but the tasks at hand differ. In what follows, we will describe what happens to students' use of prior genre knowledge when they transitioned from the preliminary essay writing task into "newer" and more complex writing situations in FYC: To what extent did they utilize low-road and high-road approaches in transferring their prior genre knowledge, and what reported behaviors seem to be predictive of why and how they transfer prior genre knowledge into new writing contexts?
Our findings led us to identify what we call "boundary crossers" (students who engaged in high-road transfer as they repurposed and reimagined their prior genre knowledge for use in new contexts) and "boundary guarders" (students who seemed to guard more tightly and engage in low-road transfer of their prior genre knowledge, even in the face of new and disparate tasks). Some students expressed a lack of confidence in approaching the writing task based on their prior genre knowledge; these same students also named more strategies than genres used in their writing and reported use of a range of genre strategies; finally, they also had a higher incidence of "not" talk in which students describe their written work (and writing process) by explaining what genres it is not. We defined students exhibiting all three of these behaviors as our boundary crossers/high roaders. Other students expressed more confidence in approaching writing tasks, named fewer strategies than genres used in writing (and reported use of whole genres versus a range of genre strategies), and had a lower incidence of "not" talk. These we defined as our boundary guarders/ low roaders. In both tallies, we identified and counted strategies as distinct from whole genres referenced. For example, if a student mentioned "comparecontrast paper," then we coded that as a genre, but if a student said, "well, I compared this to that in my argument," then we coded that as a strategy.
Confidence level seems to be one of the early indicators of who will cross and who will guard boundaries. Almost all interviewed students identified the key tasks of the preliminary essay with confidence, which seemed to coincide with a guarding of belief in the ready utility of prior genres and the low-road recognition of performing similar tasks in similar contexts. For Katrina, this prior knowledge is her experience writing "pro or con" student newspaper pieces, which she identified with her perception of the required task in the preliminary essay and which was, in her words, "evaluate whether the Common Book is a good idea or not." Similarly, Brad also identified the task as "coming up with the pros and cons" and stated, "I pretty much took on the pro-stance for the book. I mean, that was pretty easy." This confidence in defining the key tasks of the prompt, however, began to wane by the time students neared the more complex major paper, a more high-stakes assignment that marks the culmination of a sequence of inquiry-driven shorter papers and emerges out of a greater sense of classroom community, has a clearer purpose in the classroom context, and specifies a clearer sense of audience. 7 Indeed, in the interviews, most students exhibited a loss of confidence in defining key tasks of their major paper assignments, prompting them to engage in high-road transfer processes of "mindfulness", or reflection on the writing task: it is "hard to know . . . it's so broad"; "Uhm, I am not quite sure. I know I was writing a paper to learn something for myself and like try to get in there and try to understand other people's point of views from my research, and I also wanted to make it clear so that my professor would be able to understand what I was saying"; "I don't know, I guess I was trying to support the argument that I found. I haven't really mastered the art of tearing down people's arguments yet." As students exhibited less confidence, they were increasingly mindful of the need for reinventing and reimagining strategies.
The second indication of who will cross and who will guard boundaries seems to be marked by whether or not it is possible to trace a shift in interviewees' discourse from reliance on whole genres to reliance on smaller constellations of strategies. During our coding and analysis of the interviews, two interesting patterns emerged: the relationship between genres and strategies and the move from genres to what we coded as "not" genres. In the case of genres and strategies, when we asked students what genres they were reminded of or drew on, they would often name recognizable genres such as literary analysis, book review, and personal narrative. For example, Well, it's like literary analysis. Because it's basically the same concept, it's just applied to an ad. Just still breaking it apart and trying to find meaning.
Uhm, just like a general book review, uhm, like you do like in a typical standard uhm, you know, literature class in high school, you know, like in American literature class.
Uhm, it reminded me of a personal narrative, because the question in the prompt was asking you to draw on your experience. Uhm, and I have written, in high school I wrote a lot of personal narrative type things for scholarships, I applied for a lot of scholarships.
But they would also name what we began identifying and coding as strategies, such as "using a road map," "coming up with a stance and defending it," "using a quote and then two sentence analysis." For example, . . . uhm, you know, like introductions, like I had never used like a road map before . . . . Uhm, the objection and response, I had never done that before.
So I remember the second prompt, uhm, I just thought a lot of my AP classes, especially the history ones where definitely they ask you to come up with a stance and to defend it.
And one of the things that I always did when analyzing my quotes is, I use a quote and then two sentences analysis, at least two sentences, if not more . . . . Table 3 shows the relationship between genres and strategies as these play out between the preliminary essay and major paper.
Although inconclusive as a factor when taken alone, the proliferation of strategies taken in conjunction with other factors seems to help identify boundary crossers as those who engage in high-road transfer by drawing on fewer whole genres but many strategies, as in the case of Jill, who reports drawing for the major paper on one whole genre from her AP English class (the AP essay) but then describes drawing on 15 strategies from a range of prior experiences, such as using transitions, "putting in background info," figuring out "how to compare stuff," and "us[ing] concepts (definitions, terms) from a source." Similarly, Amanda reports abstracting from her knowledge of one genre, the literary analysis, while drawing on multiple strategies (nine total)-such as choosing a topic/text, narrowing her focus, contextualizing the topic, breaking the text apart-and applying this knowledge to the new writing task (the major paper), thus engaging in the high-road transfer indicative of boundary crossing. As she explains, "Well I think it's been interesting to do different types of papers instead of just the usual writing a book report or analyzing poems or something like that. So it's been difficult to kind of stretch outside the boundaries that I'm used to but it's been good to know that you can write other sorts of works." Contrastively, boundary guarders tend to engage in low-road transfer by drawing on whole genres and more limited strategies associated with them, as in the case of Brad, who notes that the major paper assignment is "all new to me, but I did format it in pretty much a five paragraph form because that's what I knew and it was the first paper, and so I didn't know what to expect." Or there is the case of George, who reports drawing on six genres and six strategies with clear overlap between them, as in "compare and contrast" paper and "comparing and contrasting" strategy.
A third indication of the division between boundary crossers and boundary guarders was the presence or absence of what our findings led us to code as "not" talk. If the process of high-road genre transfer involves the abstraction and then repurposing of component genre parts as general writing strategies, the identification of "not" genres seems to play a significant role. In analyzing our interviews, we noticed and began coding for what some students would refer to as "not genres" (as in "not five-paragraph essay" and "not literary analysis") when asked what they were reminded of and used. For example, "Just because the claim changed it and it is not a five paragraph essay anymore, it is different, different style and so"; "Yeah, it was not like literary analysis but uhm, like just how to make my argument like clear and not like ambiguous or anything like that." Our analysis suggests that the recognition of "not" genres allows students to abstract and repurpose strategies from prior genres into less familiar genres, as in the following two student examples: Uhm, well the prompt was kind of on the lines of, if you were writing a review about a chosen topic, and I chose uhm, the man in my basement by I think Mosley, Walter Mosley. So I wrote it kind of in a new format so not particularly essay, but I put in like the kind of review aspect for like, this author wrote these books before, you know, like kind of giving a background of the author, but more then I would in an essay.
I never written a paper like this before really, uhm, I wrote a term paper in my junior year, uhm, about a novel, but I mean that was a lot different because she gave us a paper about what every paragraph was supposed to be like. . . . I guess it made it a little harder just because like my term paper was based on one work, one like a book, and then this was based on four main things. So I kind of used the same strategy a little bit, uhm, just when you are doing it on one book it is easier to focus because you only, you are only drawing from one thing, but uhm, here I had to kind of integrate it more.
This "not" genre talk increasingly emerged in response to every interview question. Half of the students interviewed reported at least one "not" genre reminded of for the preliminary essay and major paper (not the same students). While only two students reported a "not" genre used when writing the preliminary essay, nearly a third of students reported "not" genres used when asked what genres they used to write the major paper. Combined, 57% of students reported "not" genres reminded of and used in reference to the preliminary essay, while 78% reported "not" genres reminded of and used in reference to the major paper. We need to do more case study research to examine this, but one hypothesis is that the increase in "not" genre talk in response to genres used for the major paper could account for the increase in strategies used for the major paper as students abstract and repurpose strategies from prior genres. And while we have to acknowledge that we are dealing only with reported cognitive processes, and we do not yet know if the identification of "not" genres correlates to more success, the presence of "not" genre talk might provide insight into writing transfer; for example, it might shed light on why and how some students modify prior genre knowledge earlier than others while some, as also present in our study, reformulate their perception of the assignment in ways that make it possible for them to hold on to prior genres rather than acknowledge "not" genres.
What happens when we put all these indicators together? We see two kinds of student boundary guarding strategies. The first, what might be called "strict" boundary guarding includes students who report no "not" talk (in terms of genres or strategies) and who seem to maintain known genres regardless of task. The second kind of boundary guarding is less strict in that students report some strategy-related "not" talk and some modification of known genres by way of adding strategies to known genres. As far as boundary crossers, we see how multiple kinds of flux-such as uncertainty about task, descriptions of writing according to what genre it is not, and the breakdown and repurposing of whole genres-might be working to enable students to engage in highroad transfer and adapt to new contexts in FYC.
Implications
The first implication is that we need more research not only to define in richer ways what boundary guarding and crossing involves but also to assess the extent to which (and when) boundary crossing and boundary guarding are effective. While our study confirmed Perkins and Salomon's paradigm as applicable to the problem of studying genre transfer, we need further research to find out if boundary crossers/high roaders have more success and fare better on their writing (as indicated by portfolio and teacher feedback). From our present state in the research project and our current findings, we cannot determine what long-term or even short-term effect this "crossing" stance-the willingness to deploy, transform, and even abandon existing discursive resourcesmay have on the writing development of the students. Yet we can surmise, based on research into high-road transfer, that comfort with reformulating and transforming existing resources may serve students well in accessing and adapting to future writing contexts. In other words, "crossing" may be a key element of transforming knowledge and learning.
Further exploring the connection between knowledge transformation and learning, Smart and Brown, in their study of how student interns adapt to writing in new professional contexts, draw an important distinction between "transformation" and "transfer" of learning. They note that the key contribution of their study is "its support for the challenge that theorists of situated learning have brought to bear on the cognitivist concept of learning transfer" (2002, p. 136) , most notably that genre performance and learning may happen simultaneously, as writers resituate, extend, and reinvent writing practices in new contexts (p. 122). However, if knowledge transformation depends on situated learning and on the abstraction and modification of prior knowledge across domains, then what is the value of boundary crossings and how could we encourage it, if we wanted to?
In our study, we observed that "boundary crossers" reported more willingness to shift away from the writing experiences with which they felt comfortable, confident, and successful. Our "boundary crossers" are students that Sommers and Saltz (2004) would term productive "novices." Though they were not as certain of the task facing them in their first major papers and what previous writing experiences would serve them best in the new task, they appeared willing to assume a learner's role. So one part of encouraging boundary crossing might mean talking to students about how to embrace strategically and productively the role of novice, as Sommers and Saltz suggest, in order to draw on and adapt a wider range of prior genre knowledge and attendant resources. In this way, we can help students develop what Smart and Brown (2006) refer to as a "discursive gaze", or "the rhetorical awareness that will allow newcomers to recognize and respond effectively to the distinctive ways in which discourse functions" within various contexts (p. 241).
Recent studies exploring the connection between genre awareness and production can further enrich and contextualize our findings regarding the range of genres and strategies that students reported being "reminded of" and "drawing on." Artemeva and Fox's (2010) study of students' antecedent genre knowledge focused on incoming engineering students' abilities to identify genres and to produce the genre of the technical report, which only a small percentage of students had previously written. Further substantiating the distinction we draw between boundary guarders and crossers, their findings revealed that even though students confidently identified a range of genres and exhibited confidence in their incoming writing skills (taking an "expert" rather than "novice" stance), this confidence did not necessarily translate to genre performance. They conclude, "Overall, students' awareness of genre differences and their ability to identify and report genre features did not enable them to produce a text in the requested genre" (pp. 21-22). As we further reflect on our findings and on the connection between genre awareness and genre performance, we join with Devitt (2004) in the hope that "even after writers learn to perform within a genre, they can use the genre awareness they have learned to understand what they are doing more deeply, more purposefully, and more rhetorically" (p. 202).
Positioned as it is at a transition point for students entering the university, the FYC course is uniquely suited to engage, develop, and intervene in students' purposeful reflection on their learning and application of this learning to new contexts. If we see FYC as a potential site for disrupting the maintenance of strict domain boundaries, if we want to encourage students to draw from their full range of discursive knowledge, and if we want students to draw on antecedent genres they are familiar with in order to negotiate what they perceive as new and future rhetorical situations, we must intervene at the very beginning of the course in order to make possibilities and processes of domain crossing explicit and clear.
We remain mindful of Perkins and Salomon's (1989) conclusion that "to the extent that transfer does take place, it is highly specific and must be cued, primed, and guided" (p. 19). Without such cuing, priming, and guiding, students might easily resort to well-worn paths-routinized inclinations and default uptakes of genres. This was certainly true for the students in Artemeva and Fox's (2010) study, who defaulted to traditional school essays when asked to produce technical reports, demonstrating the power of prior genres to limit "crossing" or high-road transfer. This also supports our findings, noted earlier, that students may be too locked into domains to consider a full range of genre resources and strategies for responding. These findings suggest that it may be worthwhile to delay and, as much as possible, interrupt the habitual uptakes long enough for students to critically examine their sources and motivations as well as for students to consider what is permitted and what excluded by these uptakes. For example, when we assign a writing task, rather than begin with some kind of traditional invention activity, including asking students to do primary or secondary research on a topic, we might first ask students to tell us what they think the task is asking them to do, what it is reminding them of, and what prior resources they feel inclined to draw on in completing the task. How students recognize the task at hand is shaped by and shapes how they take it up, so it may be valuable to ask students to consider how they come to recognize a task. Such a metacognitive reflection is, itself, an invention strategy, but it could serve to help students interrogate their default inclinations to act in certain ways and not others. This could become an important first step in encouraging students to examine and make strategic uses of their prior discursive resources. At the same time, we could also design assignments that invite students to use a wider range of their discursive resources-assignments, for example, that invite students to mix genres and modalities from different domains and then to reflect afterward on the experience of crossing between genres and domains.
Conclusion
Although we began with an abstract understanding of the challenge of tracing the often unconscious processes involved in genres' performance, it was in working through our survey and interview data that we came fully to appreciate the prescience of Devitt's (2004) Devitt's account of genre represents the lineage of North American genre theorists (many of whom have questioned explicit genre teaching approaches) and is based on the theoretical position that genres, as typified actions, acquire their meaning and consequentiality from the situations in which they arise (Miller, 1984) . When understood this way, it becomes clearer why genre is so difficult to pin down in any circumstance, much less in students' memories of their prior genre knowledge when asked through surveys and discoursebased interviews. In applying the research methods we did, we do not mean to minimize the dynamic and situated nature of genre knowledge. Yet insofar as genres embody situations and ways of knowing-insofar as genres are affordances that appeal to us "by making some forms of communicative interaction possible or easy and others difficult or impossible, by leading us to engage in or to attempt certain kinds of rhetorical actions rather than others" (Miller, 2009 )-we were interested in how evoked genres trigger and guide students' task recognitions and access to discursive resources. Along the way, we have made progressive gains in learning about what prior literacy experiences students bring with them to FYC and how students describe their literacy experiences. We have learned that students are more or less able to find the precise language for reporting on what previous experience they are drawing on when confronted with more or less difficult tasks. In addition, we have learned that talking about genres can facilitate students' metacognitive reflection in, we think, productive ways. However, in thinking about future studies, we wish to conclude by inviting teachers and scholars to consider what it would take to study prior genre knowledge in its fuller complexity while also attending to the dynamic sociohistorical, cultural, and personal conditions that shape how and why students relate to and make use of their discursive resources.
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